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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is responsive to the application filed January 9 , 2004. 



2. 



Claims 1-22 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 1 1 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 1 & 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 1, 2, 3, & 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the 
steps. See MPEP § 2172.01. 

In reference to independent claim 1, the examiner believes the scope of the 
claim is unclear to a hypothetical person possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent 
art. Although an essential purpose of the examination process is to determine whether or not 
the claims define an invention that is both novel and nonobvious over the prior art, 
another essential purpose of patent examination is to determine whether or not the claims 
are precise, clear, correct, and unambiguous. The claim language is generally narrative and 
indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation 
into English from a foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. The 
claim recites the phrase 'A method reporting'. The language fails to accurately and distinctly 
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claim the subject matter of applicant's invention. Furthermore, the utilization of the phrase 
'encapsulating each alarm token reported in respect of the reported alarm' leaves the Examiner 
confused by the vexatious nature of the language. The examiner is unable, based upon the 
presently claimed subject matter, to come up with an appropriate interpretation based upon the 
length of the independent claim and vexatious nature of the claim language. The claim seems to 
be directed to a method of reporting an alarm, however, the limitations fail to provide one of 
ordinary skill in the art with the essential steps for reporting alarms. The only known step found 
within the claim is the location of the alarms, however, there are no other steps provided in the 
claim that would allow a user to generate the reported alarm. 

In reference to dependent claims 2 and 3, the utilization of the phrase 'XML tag specification 
in respect of the alarm' leaves the Examiner confused by the vexatious nature of the language. 
The examiner is unable, based upon the presently claimed subject matter, to come up with an 
appropriate interpretation based upon the length of the independent claim and vexatious nature of 
the claim language. 

In reference to independent claim 11, the examiner believes the scope of the 
claim is unclear to a hypothetical person possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent 
art. Although an essential purpose of the examination process is to determine whether or not 
the claims define an invention that is both novel and nonobvious over the prior art, 
another essential purpose of patent examination is to determine whether or not the claims 
are precise, clear, correct, and unambiguous. The claim language is generally narrative and 
indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. practice. They appear to be a literal translation 
into English from a foreign document and are replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. The 
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claim recites the phrase 'identifying alarm tokens constituent of the reported alarm\ which is 
unclear to the examiner and would not have allowed one of ordinary skill in the art, a means of 
understanding what is being accomplished by parsing an alarm report. The claim seems to be 
directed to a method of parsing an alarm report, however, the limitations fail to provide one of 
ordinary skill in the art with the essential steps for parsing alarm reports. The only known step 
found within the claim is the identification of an alarm token. There are no other steps provided 
in the claim that would allow a user to generate the reported alarm. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. The claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 1-22 are 
drawn to a computer implemented process that merely manipulates data or an abstract 
idea, or merely solves a mathematical problem without limitation to a practical application 
in the technological arts. 

In order for a claimed invention to accomplish a practical application, it must produce a 
"useful, concrete and tangible result" State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47 USPQ2d at 1601-02 (see 
MPEP 2106.II.A). A practical application can be achieved through recitation of "a physical 
transformation outside the computer for which a practical application in the technological arts is 
either disclosed in the specification or would have been known to a skill artisan", or "limited to a 
practical application within the technological arts" (MPEP 2106 IVB2(b)). Currently, claimed 1- 
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22 meets neither of these criteria. In order for the claimed process to produce a "useful, concrete 
and tangible" result, recitation of one or more of the following elements is suggested" 

• The manipulation of data that represents a physical object or activity transformed from 
outside the computer (MPEP 2106 IVB2(b)(i)). 

• A recitation of a physical transformations outside the computer, for example in the form 
of pre or post computer processing activity (MPEP 2106 IVB2(b)(i)). 

• A direct recitation of a practical application in the technological arts (MPEP 2106 
IVB2(b)(ii). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wu US 
Pat Pub. 2003/0174162 filed 6/28/02) in view of Lindblad US Pat. Pub. Filed (6/13/02). 

In reference to independent claim 1, Wu teaches: 

A clearance of an application to change its operating state. The second device or 
application may provide a notification (e.g. XML transmission) to the first device or application 
that it has changed its operating state as the result of the alarm or the clearance of an alarm 
(compare to "reporting an alarm report"). See page 6, [0061] through [0062]. The reference 
provides the XML for transmission of alarm. The file transmissions or other communications 
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from or between the SMLC and the NMS may be XML compliant or other platform independent 
protocol. However, the reference fails to explicitly state the reported alarm is encapsulated 
between a corresponding pair of XML tags. However, Lindblad provides XML document with 
data encapsulated within and transmits this data to a parser for identification of XML elements. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Wu and 
Lindblad before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the XML alarm reporting 
methods taught by Wu to include the encapsulation and parsing methods of Lindblad, because it 
would have provided a strict validation means to the data being queried. 
In reference to dependent claim 2, Wu teaches: 

A clearance of an application to change its operating state. The second device or 
application may provide a notification (e.g. XML transmission) to the first device or application 
that it has changed its operating state as the result of the alarm or the clearance of an alarm 
(compare to "reporting an alarm report"). See page 6, [0061] through [0062]. The reference 
provides the XML for transmission of alarm. The file transmissions or other communications 
from or between the SMLC and the NMS may be XML compliant or other platform independent 
protocol. However, the reference fails to explicitly state the reported alarm is encapsulated 
between a corresponding pair of XML tags. However, Lindblad provides XML document with 
data encapsulated within and transmits this data to a parser for identification of XML elements. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Wu and 
Lindblad before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the XML alarm reporting 
methods taught by Wu to include the encapsulation and parsing methods of Lindblad, because it 
would have provided a strict validation means to the data being queried. 
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In reference to dependent claim 3, Wu teaches: 

Table 1 on page 7 & 8 discloses a plurality of XML tag specifications, which are received 
in response to the reported alarms. 
In reference to dependent claim 4, Wu teaches: 

The XML formatting language is utilizing by Wu in issuing the alarm report. See page 6, 
[0061 through 0064]. 

In reference to dependent claim 5, Wu teaches: 

A representative interface schema for a file or other communications between the SMLC 
and the NMS is illustrated. The interface schema allows an alarm event report to be stored as an 
observation object and transmitted as a file using the XML protocol. See page 7, [0062] through 
[0063]. 

In reference to dependent claim 6, Wu teaches: 

The state change event report sent from the SMLC to the NMS, the update request sent 
from the NMS to the SMLC. See page 6, [0062] through [0063]. 
In reference to dependent claim 7, Wu teaches: 

A clearance of an application to change its operating state. The second device or 
application may provide a notification (e.g. XML transmission) to the first device or application 
that it has changed its operating state as the result of the alarm or the clearance of an alarm 
(compare to "reporting an alarm report"). See page 6, [0061] through [0062]. The reference 
provides the XML for transmission of alarm. The file transmissions or other communications 
from or between the SMLC and the NMS may be XML compliant or other platform independent 
protocol. However, the reference fails to explicitly state the reported alarm is encapsulated 
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between a corresponding pair of XML tags. However, Lindblad provides XML document with 

data encapsulated within and transmits this data to a parser for identification of XML elements. It 

would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of Wu and 

Lindblad before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the XML alarm reporting 

methods taught by Wu to include the encapsulation and parsing methods of Lindblad, because it 

would have provided a strict validation means to the data being queried. 

In reference to dependent claim 8, 9, and 10, the claims recite similar limitations to those of 

independent claim 1, and therefore are rejected under similar rationale. 

In reference to dependent claims 11-22, the claims recite similar limitations to those of 

independent claim 1-7, and therefore are rejected under similar rationale. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Ternullo et al., US 2002/0191258 Al filed (8/15/2001) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Ludwig whose telephone number is 571-272-4127. 

The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for the 

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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